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ARGUMENT 

The Final Office Action issued on April 16, 2009 rejects each of the pending claims 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). The Applicant respectfully submits that these rejections demonstrate 
clear error and must be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 1: 

The principle error in the rejection of claim 1 is the Examiner's misinterpretation of the 
claim term "network coverage." Specifically, claim 1 recites the method step of "terminating the 
first GPRS MM context while the mobile device is out of network coverage of any GPRS 
wireless network." The Examiner has interpreted this claim element to read on a mobile device 
that is not connected to a GPRS wireless network. 1 However, this interpretation is clearly 
unreasonable in view of both the specification and the commonly understood meaning of the 
term "network coverage." 

The term "network coverage" clearly refers to the communication range of the network. 
That is, a mobile device is "out of network coverage" if it is not within the area encompassed by 
the network's communication range. This is the broadest reasonable interpretation that can be 
given to the term in view of both the specification and the common meaning. For example, Fig. 
1 (reproduced below) shows a block diagram of mobile devices that are in and out of "network 
coverage." The dotted line (100) in Fig. 1 shows the coverage area for a network base station 
(110), and mobile device 122 in Fig. 1 is out of "network coverage" because it is located outside 
of the coverage area (110). The application's use of the term "network coverage" is also 



1 See, Final Office Action, Response to Arguments ("This the call is out of coverage with regard to GPRS 
network since it is not connected and will not try to reconnect until further data communication is require.") See 
also, Final Office Action , page 3. 
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consistent with the common meaning of the term. For instance, the American Edition of the 
Oxford Dictionary defines "coverage" to mean "area or amount covered." 2 



Because the Examiner's rejection relies on a clear misinterpretation of the claim term 
"network coverage," the rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. Further, a proper 
rejection cannot be made because, among other distinctions, the cited references do not teach or 
suggest "terminating the first GPRS MM context while the mobile device is out of network 
coverage of any GPRS wireless network." With respect to this claim limitation, the Final Office 
Action cites to the Sinnarajah reference (U.S. 7,180,879), and particularly its description of a 
"dormant state" where the wireless device releases the physical channel when no data is flowing 
in either direction over the network. However, the "dormant state" in Sinnarajah does not 
signify that the device has moved out of network coverage, but rather that the device has become 
inactive, without regard to whether it is within network coverage or not. 

Moreover, the rejection of claim 1 is also improper because it fails to consider the claim 
limitations as a whole, as required by MPEP 2141.02. Instead, the rejection cites to portions of 
references that, taken in context, have absolutely nothing to do with the language of the claim. 

2 The Oxford Desk Dictionary, American Edition .Oxford University Press (1995), p. 132. 
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For instance, with respect to the claim limitation "terminating the first GPRS MM context while 
the mobile device is out of network coverage of any GPRS wireless network," the office action 
cites to Madour as teaching the first half of the claim element ("terminating the first GPRS MM 
context") and cites to Sinnarajah as teaching the second half of the claim element ("the mobile 
device is out of network coverage.") By pulling the claim language apart in this way, the claim 
element loses all of its intended meaning, and the examiner is merely matching out-of-context 
words from the claim with equally out-of-context words from various references. Clearly, 
neither Madour nor Sinnarajah have anything to do with the recited claim element "terminating 
the first GPRS MM context while the mobile device is out of network coverage of any GPRS 
wireless network." Accordingly, the rejection over Madour and Sinnarajah fails to establish that 
a person skilled in the art would have derived the claimed invention, and thus fails to establish a 
prime facie rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Independent Claim 24: 

Similar to claim 1, independent claim 24 recites the step of "terminating the first PDP 
context while the mobile station is out of network coverage with any wireless data network." 
The Applicant submits that claim 24 and its dependent claims are patentable over the cited 
references for at least the same reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 . 

Independent Claim 41: 

Independent claim 41 recites the step of "detecting that the mobile device is out-of- 
coverage with any wireless network." Again, the office action cites to Sinnarajah as teaching 
this claim limitation. As explained above, this conclusion is incorrect because the "dormant 
state" described in Sinnarajah does not require that the mobile station be out of network 
coverage, but rather only requires a period of user inactivity. A mobile station in Sinnarajah may 

CLI-1714853vl 

555255 -012442 4 



well be in the "dormant state" and still within network coverage. For at least this reason, the 
Applicant submits that claim 41 and its dependent claims are patentable over the cited references 
and the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 51 

Independent claim 51 is a system claim that recites executable network management 
program code that performs the method of claim 41 when executed. Claim 51 and its dependent 
claims are therefore patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 41 . 

Conclusion 

For at least the above reasons, the Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections of the 
pending claims in the Final Office Action are based on clear error and must be withdrawn. The 
Applicant further submits that the pending claims are patentable over the cited reference and in 
condition for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 



JosepHM. Sauer (Reg. No. 47,919) 
Jones Day 

North Point, 901 Lakeside Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
(216) 586-7506 
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